own in what is basically a joint creative effort, the pornographer treats her audience as mere consumers whose imaginative means are set at nil. Indeed, the fact that we speak of consuming pornography and of appreciating art indicates that there is a fundamental difference in how we are meant to engage with both kinds of representation. The term 'consumer' suggests that there is less of an intellectually rewarding effort involved. It also fits with the common view of pornography as having nothing but instrumental value. Unlike a work of art, which is thought to be intrinsically valuable, a pornographic film or photograph is simply used to satisfy a need or gratify a desire; and when it has fulfilled that purpose, that is, when the product has been consumed, it is no longer of any interest.
Of course, in itself the distinction between consumption and appreciation is not going to be sufficient to draw a strict line between art and pornography. After all, consuming and appreciating something can go hand-in-hand. Think of a good wine or a nice meal. We can perfectly appreciate the intrinsic taste of a meal whilst knowing that it is also nourishing us. 5 And a dish can be prepared with both aims in mind. So, more is needed if one wants to build a case for the incompatibility of art and pornography based on the kind of response that both invite or prescribe.
For instance, one could argue that art is to be contemplated in and for itself, whereas the lustful feelings evoked by pornography make contemplation impossible. St. Augustine already noted how the 'promptings of sensuality' typically block out all other functions, including most notably our rational faculties (Blackburn 2006: 52) . But it is Schopenhauer who drives the point home with regard to the 'charming' in art. When paintings are designed to excite lustful feelings in the beholder, he states firmly, aesthetic contemplation is abolished and the purpose of art is defeated (1965: 207-8) . 6 In his testimony to the Longford committee on pornography Kenneth Clark voiced a similar complaint: 'To my mind art exists in the realm of contemplation ... the moment art becomes an incentive to action it loses its true character. That is my objection to painting with a communist programme, and it would also apply to pornography ' (1972: 280) . Scruton, too, has stressed that if a work of art 'arouses the viewer, then this is an aesthetic defect, a "fall" into another kind of interest than that which has beauty as its target ' (2009: 160) .
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In recent years, philosophers have proposed yet another way to spell out the difference between pornography and art in terms of the kind of regard for which they call. It is one that does not appeal to the notions of contemplation or imagination, but rather to a particular idea of what counts as an artistic or aesthetic interest. The latter, according to Christopher Bartel, 'requires one to take an interest in the formal qualities of the work' whereas a pornographic interest 'ignores these qualities in order to attend to the content of the work solely ' (2010: 163) . It is not hard to see how this distinction can be put to work in incompatibility arguments. The most influential of these is undoubtedly the one put forward by Jerrold 5 One finds this observation in Shusterman 2007: 61. 6 Shaftesbury also describes sexual feelings as 'a set of eager desires, wishes, and hopes, no way suitable … to your rational and refined contemplation of beauty ' (1999: 319) . 7 Before ascribing this firm stance exclusively to the arch-conservative worldview of Clark or Scruton, it is worth remembering that the very same view was put forward by the archetypal modernist, James Joyce, in his A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man. (For Joyce, 'proper art' is static, inducing what one could call 'aesthetic arrest', i.e. a rapt suspension of ordinary behaviour. Art that excites desire for an object he thinks is pornographic. It is a form of 'improper art' in that it is kinetic instead of static.)
But most of the authors discussed in section 1 aim to do more than just draw a contrast between such prototypical instances of art and pornography. They want to establish that art and pornography are mutually exclusive, so that if something is pornography it cannot be art and vice versa. But to make this claim convincing it obviously does not suffice to discuss examples that fit neatly into one of the two categories. Rather, one needs to show that the proposed distinctions are immune to counterexamples. That is, before drawing a definite and strict line between art and pornography based on the above dichotomies, we need to be convinced that the qualities ascribed to art are necessarily missing in pornography and, conversely, that there are no works of art that possess those features which supposedly disqualify pornography from the realm of art. That, I now want to argue, is a bridge too far.
Counterexamples abound. there is a good chance that it will also apply to at least some erotic art. Harm may be inflicted when art is being produced (Brown 2002 tells the harrowing story of Cellini and the Nymph of Fontainebleau) or may occur in post-production. In fact, a compelling case is made in this volume (by, respectively, Cooke and Eaton) that neither exploitation, nor objectification is unique to pornography and that both are present in many works of erotic art -a presence that is frequently unacknowledged precisely because critics tend to focus exclusively on pornography and too often consider art to be above (moral) criticism. In addition, some commentators have argued, pace Scruton, that it is 'the nude' and not 'the naked' which implies objectification and dehumanisation. According to John Berger, 'to be naked is to be oneself,' whereas a naked body has to be seen as an object on display for the spectator in order to become a 'nude' (Berger 1972: 54) . 
Defining Pornography
The dichotomies presented in section 1 can help to illuminate the differences between certain prototypical instances of pornography and art, but they will not serve to justify the claim that pornography and art are mutually exclusive. Of course, pornographic works might be said to have, by definition, no significant artistic or aesthetic aspect. George P. Elliott, for instance, defines pornography as 'the representation of directly or indirectly erotic acts with an intrusive vividness which offends decency without aesthetic justification ' (1970: 74-75 ) and Fred Berger thinks it involves work 'which explicitly depicts sexual activity or arousal in a manner having little or no artistic or literary value ' (1977: 184) . By adding phrases like 'without aesthetic justification' or 'having no artistic value' these authors simply stipulate that nothing can succeed as both art and pornography. There lies the difference with authors like Scruton who argue, rather than stipulate, that pornographic works cannot possess beauty. For Scruton, the lack of aesthetic quality is a consequential feature, rather than a defining one -it follows from the fact that pornographic pictures are objectifying. For Berger and Elliot, the lack of artistic or aesthetic value is part of the concept of pornography. v. California (1973) . This test proposed a three-pronged criterion for obscenity: x is obscene if (1) it is found appealing to the prurient interest by an average person applying contemporary community standards, (2) it depicts sexual conduct, specifically defined by the applicable state law, in a patently offensive way and (3) propaganda ' (1975: 394) .
Susan Dwyer (2008) has argued that normative characterisations of this kind are ideally suited to motivate people into doing (or not doing) certain things. In her terminology, a normative characterisation is ideal to perform the 'strategic function' of language. For instance, if you wish to convince the local authorities to ban pornography from newsstands, then a normative characterisation will prove a powerful tool. It's hard to imagine that local officials would not be motivated to remove instances of undiluted anti-female propaganda from public view... However, if one wants to use words simply to pick out things in the world for further investigation, that is, to perform the 'identification function' of language, then, she 10 Even those who subscribe to a normative definition of pornography may believe that there is some pornography that qualifies as art. But what they are forced to reject is that something can be a successful instance of both art and pornography. If there is some pornography that qualifies as art, it must be bad art. (2001), one of the very few authors who has devoted an essay to the issue of defining pornography, proposes the following:
x is pornography if and only if it is reasonable to believe that x will be used (or treated)
as pornography by most of the audience for which it was produced.
He then goes on to specify what it means for someone, S, to use something, x, as pornography. He lists four conditions (2001: 120):
(i) x is a token of some sort of communicative material;
(ii) S desires to be sexually aroused or gratified by the communicative content of x;
(iii) if S believes that the communicative content of x is intended to foster intimacy between S and the subject(s) of x, that belief is not among S's reasons for attending to x's content; (iv) if S's desire to be sexually aroused or gratified by the communicative content of x were no longer among S's reasons for attending to that content, S would have at most a weak desire to attend to x's content.
One can have doubts about the third requirement -the 'no intimacy' requirement. It is meant to rule out such things as the pictures or videos that a person might make for the private viewing pleasure of his or her spouse. Yet, one may wonder whether these should in fact be ruled out, given that there are plenty of internet guides for couples who want to experiment in this way, with titles ("Make your own porn film" / "Star in your own porn movie") that suggest that such home videos are commonly regarded as pornography. For our purposes, whether or not one is willing to adopt the 'explicitness' condition is not such a pressing matter because in recent discussions on the artistic potential of pornography nothing really turns on that issue. It is not the fact that pornography is sexually explicit, but rather the fact that, and the way in which, it aims to bring about sexual arousal that is considered to be the big stumbling block for any artistic redemption of pornography. In the next section I will discuss the most recent argument put forward by a philosopher who believes not just that there are important differences between typical examples of pornography and art, but that art and pornography are fundamentally incompatible.
Pornography and Manner Specificity
In 'Why Pornography Can't Be Art ' (2009: 194) Christy Mag Uidhir defends his uncompromising view as follows:
(1) If something is pornography, then that something has the purpose of sexual arousal (of some audience).
(2) If something is pornography, then that something has the purpose of sexual arousal and that purpose is manner inspecific.
(3) If something is art, then if that something has a purpose, then that purpose is manner specific.
(4) If something is art, then if that something has the purpose of sexual arousal, then that purpose is manner specific.
(5) A purpose cannot be both manner specific and manner inspecific.
(6) Therefore, if something is pornography, then it is not art.
The somewhat idiosyncratic notion of a manner specific purpose is defined as a purpose that is essentially constituted both by an action (or state of affairs) and a manner, such that the purpose is to perform that action (or bring about that state of affairs) in that particular manner (2009: 194) . For a purpose to be manner inspecific, by contrast, is simply for it not to be manner specific. In other words, if a purpose is manner inspecific, then failure to bring about the state of affairs in the prescribed manner does not constitute failure to satisfy the purpose. Mag Uidhir aims to demonstrate that art and pornography are radically separate categories by showing that the success conditions for these categories are fundamentally different. Premise (4) specifies that, for something to count as a sexually arousing work of art,
i.e. a work of art that fulfils its purpose of bringing about sexual arousal, it needs to bring about sexual arousal in the prescribed way. Premise (2), by contrast, states that for something to count as a successful work of pornography, i.e. a work of pornography that fulfils its purpose, it needs to bring about sexual arousal, period. In Mag Uidhir's own words, the 'sexual arousal of the audience simpliciter matters … This is precisely what it means to be manner inspecific ' (2009: 197) . If these premises are accepted as true, then what has been established is that there is an important difference between the category of art and the category of pornography.
What has not been shown, however, is that these categories are mutually exclusive. In order to show that something cannot legitimately fall under both categories, it is simply not enough to argue that their respective success conditions are different. One needs to show that it is impossible for a particular object to fulfil both success conditions. And Mag Uidhir's argument does not do that. Not only is it perfectly possible for a particular work to satisfy both success conditions, but satisfying the success conditions for sexually arousing art even seems to entail satisfying the stated success conditions for pornography. For suppose that a novel, a photograph or a film brings about sexual arousal in the prescribed way (and we can take this to mean whatever Mag Uidhir wants it to mean). Then it will have fulfilled the success condition for sexually arousing art ('for something to count as a sexually arousing work of art, it needs to bring about sexual arousal in the prescribed way') as well as the success condition for pornography ('for something to count as a successful work of pornography it needs to bring about sexual arousal, period').
Still, Mag Uidhir may retort that if a novel, photograph, or film brings about sexual arousal in the prescribed way, then the particular manner in which it does that is either essential or not. It cannot be both. And, he might argue, whether we are dealing with pornography or art will depend on which of the two is the case. In other words, when one is confronted with a work that is sexually arousing in the prescribed way, rather than just accept that the work fulfils the success conditions for both art and pornography, one should engage in counterfactual reasoning and ask the following question: If this work had brought about sexual arousal, but not in the prescribed way, would it be considered a failure? If the answer is 'no', we are dealing with a work of pornography. If the answer is 'yes', it is a work of art.
There is no middle ground.
However, this manoeuvre will not save Mag Uidhir's argument. For why could the answer to the counterfactual question not be 'yes' and 'no'? Yes, it would have failed as a work of art had it not brought about sexual arousal in the prescribed way. But it would not have failed as a work of pornography. And given that, factually, it does bring about sexual arousal in the prescribed way, it satisfies the success conditions of both art and pornography.
A comparison that was originally suggested by Mag Uidhir himself may be helpful here.
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Suppose two people are playing a ball game but we are not quite sure which game they are playing. We know that the winning condition of Game 1 is this: Here is Mag Uidhir's take on this problem. It is true that satisfying the condition in (g1) entails that the state of affairs in condition (g2) obtains. It does not follow from this, however, that satisfying winning condition (g1) entails also satisfying winning condition (g2).
Because it cannot be the case that (g1) and (g2) are both winning conditions for one and the same game of ball; for if one of the above stated winning conditions is true, the other must be false. So, the crucial question is a counterfactual one: had A thrown the ball through all the hoops, but not in the right order, would she still have won the game? If the answer is 'yes', then they were playing Game 2. If the answer is 'no', they were playing Game 1.
But, one might ask, what if they were playing both games at the same time? The fatal flaw in Mag Uidhir's argument is that he does not consider this possibility. Why could player
A not try to win both games with one throw? The fact that the winning conditions of both games are incompatible, in the sense that one and the same game cannot have both winning conditions, does not make such an attempt incoherent or impossible. 16 If we return to the case of art and pornography, we see that the same holds true there. Granted, a purpose cannot be both manner specific and manner inspecific. But why could one not try to create a work that satisfies two purposes, one of which is manner specific, one of which is not? There seems to be nothing illogical about that. Why would an artist, after finishing a novel or film, not be able to say: 'As a pornographer, I'll be happy if people are sexually aroused by my work, but as an artist, I want to achieve more; I want to arouse my audience in such a way that they gain new insight into their own sexuality and desires.' If such a statement and that sort of ambition is intelligible and coherent, we cannot but conclude that Mag Uidhir's argument fails.
17 16 Only if satisfying success condition (g1) were to exclude satisfying success condition (g2) would it be incoherent to try to win both games with one attempt. 17 There is a particular reading of the third premise of Mag Uidhir's argument that would nullify the objections I have raised. Premise 3, you will recall, states that if something is art, and if that something has a purpose, then that purpose is manner specific. Presumably, what Mag Uidhir wants to say here is that a work of art's artistic
In a sense, this outcome is not just reassuring for the advocates of pornographic art. If Mag Uidhir's argument had been successful it would have been very easy to construct similar arguments showing how nothing can be both religious iconography and art, or propaganda and art, or advertising and art -to name just a few other practices with so-called mannerinspecific purposes. The fact that Mag Uidhir's approach, applied consistently, would force us to exclude Toulouse-Lautrec's advertising posters or Eisenstein's propagandistic films from the realm of art, I consider to be just another consideration against the position that he defends.
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Practical Implications
To some, the whole debate may seem like the philosophical equivalent of shadowboxing -a mere fight over words, without any real world impact. But nothing could be further from the truth. Yes, the "art or porn?" question is at heart a conceptual issue, but one with considerable practical implications. The fact that this is one of the very few philosophical questions that regularly appears as a newspaper headline is ample evidence for this. It can make a huge difference whether something is labelled as one or the other, and journalists know this all-toowell.
Being awarded the status of art brings with it social prestige and institutional recognition and makes a painting, novel or film into a legitimate object of interest for the mainstream press and academia. In contrast, if a work is branded as pornography it will usually have to forego any serious critical or academic attention. Worse still, the work may become the victim of censorship and be banned from museums, book stores, movie theatreseven to the point of being confiscated and destroyed.
purposes -those that are constitutive of it as a work of art -are necessarily manner specific. Such a claim, though not uncontroversial, would at least not be wildly implausible. However, one could read the third premise literally as saying that any purpose a work of art may have will be a manner specific one. Interpreted that way, a work of art can never have a manner inspecific purpose, which would undermine the objections raised above. If works of art only ever have manner specific purposes, and if one defines pornography as necessarily having a manner inspecific purpose, then nothing can be both art and pornography. But, of course, interpreted in this overly strict way the third premise is plainly false. Works of art can and do have all sorts of purposes -practical purposes, economic purposes, didactic or pedagogical purposes, political, social, or moral purposes, etc. -and many of these will not be manner specific. Denying this would be like denying that one can play two games at the same time. None of the original engravings of I modi (The positions) have survived due to censorship and persecution (Talvacchia 1999) . 20 And while several of the sexually explicit frescoes of Pompeii and Herculaneum were cut from the walls and kept in the (in)famous Pornographic
Cabinet in the Naples Archaelogical Museum, many others were simply destroyed on the spot (Clarke 2003) . 
Lost Girls).
19 Quite a number of these drawings have actually survived which has lead some scholars to suspect that Ruskin may have invented the story to deflect the interest of the authorities after the Obscene Publications Act of 1857. 20 Arthur Danto points out that Raphael 'was not above doing a bit of pornography himself now and then. His notorious 1516 frescoes of the history of Venus, commissioned for cardinal Bibbiena's bathroom in the Vatican, were whitewashed over in the nineteenth century as inconsistent with what was felt to be spiritually fitting for the artist of the Acts of Apostles ' (2005: 123) .
What is interesting is that those who have taken up the defence of these and similar works, and have lobbied for their protection or rehabilitation, have almost always opted for the same strategy, namely to reject the label of pornography as forcefully as possible and make the case that such works qualify as 'erotic art' instead. This strategy is clearly rooted in the idea that art and pornography must be mutually exclusive. It is, however, not the only available or viable route to take. There is an alternative. One could see the choice between art
and pornography for what I think it really is -a false dilemma -and acknowledge that certain works of art can also qualify as pornography and vice versa. The latter approach has almost never been adopted in the past (it is quite revealing, for instance, that there is not a single art historical book that carries the phrase 'pornographic art' in its title). This needs to change.
For, as I have tried to show in this chapter, there are really no good theoretical reasons to believe that art and pornography are incompatible. Moreover, there are some compelling practical reasons to give up the strict dichotomy between art and pornography and start using the label 'pornographic art' instead of always, coyly and euphemistically, reverting to the category of erotic art. To substantiate this last claim, I will refer to the practice of art criticism and to past, current, and future art-making practices.
When artists such as Pauline Réage, Egon Schiele, Robert Mapplethorpe, created their sexually explicit and arousing works they were not only inspired and influenced by the long and respectable tradition of erotic art, but also by the pornography that was available in their day and which they often tried to imitate or emulate. Hence, a full and accurate appreciation of these works -one that can account for all the allusions, references, and borrowed imagery -is impossible if one ignores their pornographic pedigree. Furthermore, even if these works were to contain no direct references to particular pornographic predecessors, it would still be advisable, from an art critical point of view, to compare them to other works of pornography because this will allow the critic to evaluate how innovative and effective these works really are. As Alan Moore has put it bluntly: 'Pornography is very much like adolescent poetry:
there's a great deal of it about because it is a very easy thing to do, and much of it is absolutely fucking dreadful because it is very hard to do well. ' (2008: 9) It is precisely by drawing the comparison with other pornographic works, by investigating which genre markers are incorporated or subverted, and by asking to what extent is the pornographic aim of arousal through explicitness is achieved, that one will be able to assess the success of these works.
In his influential essay, 'Categories of Art ' (1970) , Kendall Walton argues convincingly that the correct aesthetic evaluation of a work depends crucially on perceiving it in the correct category. Whether a work is correctly perceived in a particular category, he argues, is partly determined by (a) the fact that the artist who made the work intended it to be perceived in that category; and (b) the fact that the category is well-established in the society in which the work was produced. 21 Given that the art critic is supposedly 'an expert concerning the categories of art' (Carroll 2009: 97) it is both surprising and regrettable that, when it comes to pornographic artworks, art critics as well as art historians are so reluctant to perceive them in the category of pornography for which these works were intended and that was well-established at the time of creation.
Take the pornographic drawings and paintings by Egon Schiele. In art historical studies these are typically discussed within the broader context of the artist's oeuvre.
Sometimes the chosen comparison class will include contemporary or classic works of erotic art. But they are rarely, if ever, compared to other works of pornography of the time, and their effectiveness in arousing the spectator is never a topic of discussion. In 'Categories of Art' Walton also famously makes a distinction between standard and contra-standard properties. Features are standard relative to a certain category if they are among those in virtue of which works in a certain category belong to that category (think of the flatness of a painting), whereas contra-standard features tend to disqualify a work from a category in which we nevertheless perceive it (think of a three-dimensional object glued to the surface of a painting). How a work affects us aesthetically, Walton observes, depends on which of its features we see as standard and which as contra-standard. Standard features will 21 Walton does mention other criteria, including: the fact that a work is better, or more interesting or more pleasing aesthetically when perceived in that category. But this criterion has proved controversial and is rejected (rightly so, I think) by other philosophers such as Noël Carroll. 22 Schiele's work is discussed in Alyce Mahon's Eroticism & Art and while the book contains many images and discussions of works which are non-erotic and non-explicit (including: Yolanda Lopez, Portrait of the Artist as the Virgin of Guadalupe, 1978; David Wojnarowitcz, The Death of American Spirituality, 1987; and Tracey Emin's Bed, 1998-9) she remains silent on the genre of pornography and how it may have influenced artists like Schiele.
typically not seem striking or noteworthy and are usually not commented on. Contra-standard features, however, will seem shocking, disconcerting, startling, or upsetting.
Applied to the subject at hand, we get another sense of what a fundamental difference it can make to see these works under one banner, rather than another. Relative to the classic category of erotic art, the blunt sexual explicitness of Schiele, Mapplethorpe, or Moore is a contra-standard feature and as such is perceived as shocking and disconcerting. It is the feature that is singled out, time and again, for critical attention and is continually dwelt and commented upon in reviews. Relative to the category of pornography (or pornographic art), however, sexual explicitness would be a standard feature. So, if critics were to see these works within that category, they would no longer feel frustrated or taken aback by that feature or feel the need to devote all their attention to it. Instead, they could focus freely on what
Walton has called the 'variable features' of these works, i.e. the features that make a Schiele drawing or a Mapplethorpe photo precisely different from and superior to the average pornographic representation. This seems a more fruitful and more accurate way to approach these works -I say 'more accurate' because for Walton 'the correct way of perceiving a work is likely to be that in which it has a minimum number of contra-standard features for us ' (1970: 360) .
Finally, the rejection of a strict art-pornography divide is of vital importance not only for a proper critical appreciation of existing artworks but also for the production of future pornographic artworks. Most of pornography, it should be granted, is terribly deficient on aesthetic and artistic grounds (not to mention moral grounds). There are in fact so few exceptions to this general rule that artists may be forgiven in thinking, along with the majority of the public, that art and pornography really are incompatible. Such a thought, that it is not just difficult but simply impossible to make something that is both art and pornography, will obviously prevent anyone with artistic ambition from experimenting in this direction. That is why the outcome of the philosophical debate is not without practical import. If philosophers of art were to conclude that art and pornography are indeed mutually exclusive, this will confirm the wide-spread misconception and help to turn the realm of pornography -already perceived as 'a toxic wasteland, poisonous to the reputation and alive with career pathogens' (Moore 2009: 17) -into a permanent "no-go" zone for artists.
Cementing the (conscious or unconscious) self-censorship of artists in this regard
would not be such a bad thing if sex was just a marginal, unimportant aspect of human life.
But it clearly is not. Sexual experiences involve the deepest corners of our selves and are among the most intense, powerful, emotional, and profound experiences we have. If
